T H E RUSSIAN REVOLUTION O F 1917
T H E R E can hardly be a more striking testimony to tlle progress of historical writing in modern times than the enormous output of literature on tlie Russian revolution that has already accumulated. None of the previous revolutions was so eager to preserve for posterity its own records, and none had similarly developed technical means a t its disposal. The recording started almost simultaneously with the revolution itself. Almost a hundred years had to pass from the beginning of the French revolution before La re'volution frangaise could be founded. Tlie men of tlie Russian revolution were not willing to wait that long. I n 1921, immediately after the end of tlie civil war in Russia, tlie "Istpart," a 5pecial liistorical committee of tlie Communist party, began to publish tile Proletarskaya revolyufsiya. The study of tlie history of the revolution forms an important part in tlie system of political education in Soviet Russia. Tlie cult of Lenin has for one of its manifestations a seemingly inexhaustible stream of books, pamphlets, and articles devoted to the dead leader: for the year 1925 alone tlie Leniniana was able to register 6,296 titles ! The leaders of the Communist party, busy as they must be making history, still find time for writing, in fact display an exceptional eagerness to write, a t times almost bordering on graphomania. On the other hand, a rapid succession of various stages of the revolutionary development must be held responsible for the large numher of political exiles of all shades of opinion (from tsarist ministers to T r o t s l i~) who have plenty of time to engage in the somewhat melancholy occupation of writing memoirs.
So far as tlie amount of tlie material is concerned, the historian of tlie Russian revolution is in a very favorable position indeed. The difficulties in his path become apparent, however, the moment one gets acquainted with tlle nature of this material. All the historical writing in Soviet Russia, as every other form of literary activity, is under the absolute control of a government which is known both for the efficiency of its propaganda and the strictness of its censorsliip. The books produced outside of Russia are too often written in tlie atmosphere of an intense hatred of the present Russian rCgime. To the general political bias of this or that group there might be added personal idiosyncrasies of the individual authors. Tliere are memoirs disguised as histories, political pamphlets, and apologiae pro vita sua pretending to be memoirs, and diaries which display a suspiciously successful gift of prophetic vision on the part of the diarist. The historian must be on his guard and constantly look out for a trap.
Tlie present survey does not pretend, of course, to supply anything like a complete bibliography of tlie Russian revolution, a task that is obviously impossible of fulfilling within the limits assigned. It aims only to give a brief account of tlie most important publications both in Russian and in other languages and to indicate where a more complete bibliography can be found. Clironologically, the survey does not go beyond tlie bolshevik coup d'Ctat of November, 1917, so tliat it does not include the history of the Soviet rule in Russia. It was not so easy to determine where to begin. The revolution of RIarch, 1917 ,' which overthrew the imperial government, was tlie culmination of a long process of political and social development, and it seemed hardly possible to omit the background altogether. On tlie other hand, to treat the "underlying causes" of tlie revolution would mean to include all tlie important literature on modern Russian history. The proper solution of the problem seemed to be to include books and articles on tlie "immediate origins" of tlie revolution only. The summer of 1915 was selected as tlie starting-point. I t was a t tliat moment tliat, under tlie impression of the crushing military defeat, tlie political discontent, which had been gradually accumulating during the first year of the war, again became loud and outspoken. The all too short lioneymoon of patriotic co-operation gave place to a renewed struggle between tlie government and the opposition, and from tliat time the political crisis in Russia continued to increase in irnport and acuteness until tlie final breakdown of the old rtgime and tlie advent of tlie Provisional -government. For the purposes of this article, therefore, "the Russian revolution of 1917" means a period of a little over two years, from JuneJuly, 1916 , to tlie beginning of Xovember, 1917, included. I t might be useful to give, first of all, a few indications as to tlie bibliography of tlie subject. A very considerable amount of material can be found in the historical periodicals published both in and outside Russia. in 1921 in -26, see No. 1, 1927 covers the history of the revolution in U k i~~i n e .~
The best known of all tlie historical magazines now published in Russia, the Krasny arlihiv [The Red archives], divides its attention between the history of tlie Russian diplomacy and that of Russia's internal development. As a rule, it does not publish any memoirs but concentrates on official documents, letters, and diaries of the statesmen of the old rhgime, etc. I t has to its credit the publication of some of the most important documents concerning the revolution. Tsar ("Dnevnik Kikolaya Romanova," Krasny arkhiv, Volumes XX, XXI, XXII, X X V I I ) l l adds but little.
The other important publication covering the same period is Padeniye tsarskogo reshima [ T h e fall of the tsarist rCgime], P. E. Shchegolev, editor (7 vols., Moscow and Leningrad, 1924-27) . This is the stenographic record of the depositions made to the Extraordinary Commission, which was appointed in 1917 by the Provisional government to investigate the activities of the tsarist administration. Besides such outstanding representatives of the old rCgime as Stiirmer, Protopopov, Beletsky, Khvostov, and others, some prominent public leaders were also questioned as witnesses. Rasputin's connections with the government were particularly looked into, but topics of a more general nature, such as the government's attitude toward the Duma, the press, the public organizations, and national minorities, were also investigated. A well-made selection of the most important depositions was published in French under the title of L a chute d u rkgime tsariste, with an introduction by V. hlaklakov (Paris, 1927) . The procedure in the Commission has been subject to criticism as reprehensible from the legal point of view and unfair," but this criticism can hardly detract from the historical significance of the material that the Commission was able to collect. !/, 1914 -1917 (New York, 1927 (London, 1922) . Written in the commendable spirit of loyalty to the memory of the martyred sovereigns and giving many interesting personal details, these books either are lacking in political information or else contain statements which are refuted by evidence obtainable elsewhere. Even less reliable from the historical point of view is Anna Vyrubova's Memoirs of the Russian Court (New York, 1923) .l" substantially different story is told in the Journal secret d 'Anna Yirozlbova, 1909 -17 (Paris, 1928 , but there are some doubts as to its authenticity (hiadame Vyrubova has vigorously denounced it as a forgery). General A. A. Noskov's Nicolas I 1 inconnu (Paris, 1920) ) based on personal observations of the Tsar a t the headquarters, contains some information of a more general interest, while V. I. Gurko's Tsar i Tsaritsa (Paris, 1927) " is an urlusually successful attempt at a psychological interpretation.
Of the members of the imperial government during the last years of its existence only a few choose to publish their reminiscences, and even these are rather disappointing. S. D. Sazonov in his Yospominaniya [Reminiscences] (Paris, 1927) , published in English as Fateful years ( S e w York, 1928), deals chiefly wit11 foreign affairs and devotes to the political crisis of 1915-16 three last cliapters only. Of these a very considerable part is assigned to the PoIish problem, a topic in which Mr. Sazonov was particularly interested. General V. A. Sukhomlinov's Vospominaniya [Reminiscences] (Berlin, 1924) " is above all a personal apologia, accompanied by a vitriolic attack on the Grand Duke Nicholas. Of General A. Polivanov's memoirs only a part was published after his death, bringing the story to the fall of 191~5.'~ T h e books of Sazonov and Polivanov, who both belonged to the "liberal" wing of the Goremykin cabinet, must be supplemented by the remarkable documents published by A. N. Yakhontov in the Arkhiv russkoy revolyutsii, Volume XVIII.20 These are the minutes of the secret meetings of the council of ministers, held in July-September, 1915, at which all the burning questions of the hour were frankly discussed. Based on the personal notes of Mr. Yakhontov, who acted as the recording secretary of the meetings, the minutes reveal the complete picture of the division within the cabinet, the stubbornness of the reactionaries, and the appalling helplessness of the "liberals" who tried to save the situation by persuading the supreme power to adopt a more reasonable policy. Of the men who held secondary posts in the government General P. G. Komarov-Kurlov, assistant secretary of the interior under Protopopov, pubIished his memoirs first in German, then in R~s s i a n .~' It is an ineffective attempt to whitewash the imperial government and to put the blame on the opposition. The only value of the memoirs is that they contain some interesting information on the extraordinary personality of Protopopov.
I n Baron R. R. Most of the memoirs of the Russian military leaders of the period deal chiefly with the revolutionary days and will be reviewed later. General V. I. Gurko has a few chapters on the political situation in 1916 in his Russia, 1914 -1917 (London, 1918 (Petrograd, 1920) . An "intelligent" of radical leanings and associations happened to be attached to the headquarters as a subaltern and made it his rule to write down secretly all that he heard and saw around him. The result was a bulky volume of 850 pages, containing some interesting information both on the military and the political situation of the ~e r i o d (September, 1915 -July, 19 16) .
Memoirs and impressions of war and revolution i n
Passing to the representatives of the political opposition, one has to mention first of all the memoirs of Rf. V. Rodzyanko, the sincere and up- right president of the Duma, who in those years was passing tlirougli the painful process of changing from a convinced monarcliist into a revolutionary in spite of himself. His "Kruslieni~re imperii" [The collapse of an empire], published in the Arlchiv russkoy revolyutsii, lTolume XVII, was translated into English as T h e reign of R a s p z~t i n (London, 1927) . The English title is a fitting one, as Rasputin became an obsession with Ilodayanko. I n his interpretation the whole political crisis of the period resolves into something like a duel between the president of tlie Duma and "our friend" of the Empress' letters. The obvious one-sidedness of this interpretation does not prevent the memoirs of Rodzyanko from remaining a document of first-class liistorical i m p o r t a n~e .~~ Of men who stood ratlier close to Rodzyanko in tlieir political views and sympathies, the gifted nationalist member of the Duma, V. V. Shulgin, published his impressionistic "diary," covering the last years of tlie old rCgime and the beginning of the revolution, under the title of Dni [Days] ( Belgrade, 1925 Leningrad, 1927 ) and in A. Shlyapnikov's K a n u n semnadtsatogo goda [The eve of 19171 (Aloscow, 1920) . The last-named book contains also some interesting data on the labor movement and the underground activities of the revolutionary parties during the war, an important topic which still is very much in need of a thorough investigation.
Among the foreign diplomats stationed during the prerevolutionary years a t Petersburg, Maurice PalCologue and Sir George Buchanan stand out as the ablest, the most influential, and tlie best informed. PalCologue's well-known book, L a Russie des T s a r s pendant la grande guerre ( 3 vols., Paris, 1921-22),** is one of tile most important contributions to the literature of the period. The literary excellence of this "diary" suggests a careful post factum revision, but this does not detract from its 11; -torical value. The French ambassador's intimate acquaintance with the higher strata of the Russian society, both on the governmental side and among the leaders of the constitutional opposition, put him in a stra-22 Rodzyanko's rriemoirs must be co~npared witli his deposition in Pcidtniya lsnrhogo rezhima, Vol. V I I . 23 German translation, Tnge . . . . Jfamoiren nus del-russischs~t Revolution, (Berlin, 1928) .
*English translation, -+inci~itbasscrdor's memoirs (3 vols., London, 1923-25) .
tegical position from which he could watch the dknouement of the Russian drama with inside knowledge and understanding. Not so brilliant but equally authoritative is Sir George Buchanan's treatment of the same period in his M y mission to Russia and other diplomatic memories ( 2 vols., London and Boston, 1923) . Of particular value are his records of conversations with the Emperor on the internal situation of R~s s i a . '~ I n comparison with Palt5ologue and Buchanan, the reminiscences of the two American ambassadors are very disappointing. Perhaps to a very great extent this is due to the fact that throughout the prerevolutionary period they represented a neutral country and therefore were deprived of the possibility to establish a more intimate contact with the members of the Russian government and public leaders. Neither G. T. Marye's Nearing the end i n Imperial Russia (Philadelphia, 1929) nor David R. Francis'
Russia from the American embassy (Kew York, 1921) adds anything substantial to our knowledge of the period. I n the latter book there are also many inaccuracies of which the apocryphal text of bIilyukov's famous speech against Stiirmer is, perhaps, the most outstanding exam~l e . 'T o complete the review of the writings of foreign diplomats one should mention C. Diamandi's "Ria mission en Russie," but the first and so far the only instalment of these memoirs, which appeared in Revue des Deux Mondes (February 15,1929) , is devoted entirely to diplomacy and, as a matter of fact, deals more with Rumania than with Russia. I n the very end of 1916 Russia was thrilled by the assassination of Rasputin, and this event may be considered, in a way, as the closing episode of the prerevolutionary period and the prelude to the revolution. Two of the active participants left highly dramatic accounts of the assassination which read like detective stories. These are V. M. Petlograd, 1915-17 (London, 1919) , written obviously by a well-informed member of the British embassy statT. T h e Emperor A'icholas I I as I knew him by MajorGeneral Sir John Hanbury-JVilliams, chief of the British Jlission in Russia, 191%-17 (London, 1922) , contains some interesting military and personal details but very little political information. W i t h the Russinu army, 1014-17, by Major-Genera1 Sir Alfred Knox, British military attach6 in Petrograd (2 vols., London, 1921) , u p to the revolution is chiefly military, but has in it some bits of political information, in particular on the attitude of the high command of the Russian army. See also >fdmoires de Russie by Jules Legras, member of the French military mission in Russia (Paris, 1921) . 28 For the authentic text of the speech see Golder's Documents. 27 French translation of Purishkevich's book, Comment j'a tud Rnspoutilte (Paris, 1921) . English translation of Yusupor's book, Rasputin, his malignant injluence aitd his assassination (London, 1927) .
pominanipam Purishkevicha i Knyazya Yusupova ob ubiystvye Rasputina" [Some additions to t h e reminiscences of Purishkevich a n d Prince 1-usupov of t h e murder of Rasputin], in Sovremenniye Zapiski, Volume X x x I V . 2 " I sliall begin m y survey of literature on t h e revolutionary period with a few books of reference. Extremely useful is t h e publication of t h e "Istpart" entitled Revolyutsiya 1917 goda: khronika sobytiy [Tlie revolution of 1917: chronicle of events] (5 vols., hIoscow and Leningrad, 1 9 2 3 -2 6 ) . ' V h i s is a brief summary of t h e main events of t h e revolutionary period, arranged i n a strictly chronological order a n d witliout a n y a t t e m p t a t interpretation. I n preparation of t h e chronicle both t h e periodical press of the time a n d t h e unpublislied documentary material were used rather extensively. I n so f a r as t h e choice a n d arrangement of t h e material show a n y point of view, i t is, of course, t h a t of the Com- (hIoscow, 1917) , remains a wild and unreliable story even after the drastic editing which was apl'lied to the manuscript by S. P. hlelgunov (see the editor's preface to the book). izasputin, der allmiichtige B a u e r by Aron Simanovich, Rasputin's Jewish secretary (Berlin, 1928) is a none-too-convincing apology. Rene Fulop-hIiller's R a sputin, the holy devil (Xew York, 1928 [The year 19171 ( 3 vols., bIoscow and Leningrad, 1923-27 ) is also some-toliat in the nature of a clironicle, although the author, who is one of the prominent members of the Communist party, does not abstain from expressing his personal attitude. The arrangement is very unsystematic, to say the least, and perhaps the chief value of the three volumes covering the period up to the beginning of April lies in the documents quoted in the text and in the appendixes.
Of all this material very little is available in translation. The more valuable. therefore, becomes Golder's collection of documents in the preparation of which some of the above-mentioned publications were used, as well as the Russian newspapers of the period. Golder's Documents may be supplemented by A. J. Sack's T h e birth of the Russian democracy (New York, 1918) , where one can find statements and declarations of the Provisional government and the anti-bolshevik side of the soviets.
The confused story of the very first days of the February revolution is told in various documents and reminiscences. Highly interesting documents hare been published in ILrasny arkkiv on the situation at the Tsar's headquarters and the attitude of the high command toward the revolut i~n .~Õf those who were close to the emperor D. N. Dubensky Russian Revolution (h'ew York, 1919) deal with the efforts of the new government to prevent tlie possibility of a counter-revolution. Both authors have some very interesting things to tell, but because of their obvious personal bias many of their assertions must be taken with a grain of salt.37
We may pass now to the memoirs covering the wllole period of the existence of the Provisional government, beginning with the accounts given by the members of the government or those closely associated with it. P. N. Milyukov probably would object to his book being incIuded in this group. Istoriya vtoroy russkoy revolyutsii [History of tlle second Russian r e v o l~t i o n ] , 3~ as the title itself indicates and as the author tells us in the preface, was planned as history, not as memoirs. And yet it is history in that limited sense only in which, for instance, Clarcndon's. Great Rebellion is history. Written by a n active and influential participant in the revolution, almost immediately after tlie events it describes (the whole text was completed by August, 1918 , and only slightly revised afterward), the book is above all a severe indictment of hlilyu- Leningrad, 1926) . j"Vl. I, in three separately published parts (Sofia, 1921-24) , covers both the February and the October revolution. No continuation was published. ensky. I t was the representatives of the "revolutionary democracy," the Socialist wing of the February revolution, who by their blunders and many shortcomings paved the way for the ultimate triumph of bolshevism. As liad to be expected, the book called forth many objections and reproofs." Alexander Kerensky's "own story of the Russian revolution," originally published in English as T h e catastrophe ( S e w York, 1927) , is to a very great extent an answer to Milyukov's indictment. Kerensky's thesis is that it was precisely the two extremes, the right and the left, that frustrated the efforts of the democratic center to save the situation. By their betrayal of the revolution and their abandonment of the Provisional government, particularly in the Kornilov affair, the moderates actually delivered the country into the hands of the bolsheviks. Needless to say that, in spite of these mutual recriminations and the strong personal element that is present in both books, Rlilyukor's and Kerensky's accounts remain documents of great historical importance. On the side of tlie "revolutionary democracy" we have two equally interesting altl,ougli widely different books: l'ospominaniya 1014 -19 [Reminiscences, 1914 -191 (Berlin, 1920 
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istic resignation. Sukhanov belonged to that left wing of the "revolutionary democracy" which on its periphery merged almost imperceptibly into bolsherism. Member of the central committee of the Soviets from the very beginning of the revolution, he took an active part in all the outstanding erents of the period. Loquacious and somewhat conceited, he indulges too much in interpretation and is not always accurate in relating facts, but just tlie same his book, as that of Stankevich, is valuable for the llistory of mutual relations between the two rival authoritiesthat of tlie Provisional gorernment and that of the Soviets. Perhaps one may include into this group of memoirs a book which is actually a posthumous collection of articles written and addresses deliv- , 1921) . Tlle famous socialist leader returned to Russia shortly after the revolution after many years of exile only to find himself out of sympathy with the general trend of the revolutionary development. An ardent advocate of national unity and of a vigorous prosecution of the war, Plekhanov led an attack against the bolslleviks and later also against the Provisional government for its weakness and indecision. I t was a pathetic attempt to conjure the elements by an appeal to reason.
T h e military leaders of the period, who a t first expressed their readiness to co-operate with the new government, very soon became estranged from it because of a profound disagreement over the question of the discipline in the army. Their attitude toward the gorernment, as expressed in their memoirs, is consequently highly critical, and their treatment of the erents of the period is usually rather one-sided. By far the best of these books is General A. I. The chief value of these memoirs of tlie military men lies in the fact that tliey enable us to get an insight into the psychology which led first to tlie Kornilov rising and then to the white movement against the bolsheriks.
For tlie era of tlie Provisional government we still hare the testimony of the same foreign observers who left their description of the last years of tlie old rCgime: PalCologue (up to the middle of May), Buchanan, Knox, and Francis. This part of their testimony, however, is less valuable and less interesting. Deeply concerned over the question whether Russia would remain in tlie war, and out of touch with tlie broad currents of the revolutionary development, tliey were liable to give it a somewhat one-sided interpretation. Anotlier prominent foreigner who visited Russia in those days was T. G. Masaryk. The Russian chapters of his T h e making of a state: memoirs and observations, 1914-18 (New York, 1927) are, however, a disappointment. Tliey deal chiefly with the fate of the Czech legionaries in Russia and contain rery little information on the general situation. Besides, it is rather hard to accept tlie writer's sweeping condemnation of "no small part of the whole Russian people" as morally depraved, even though it comes from sucli an autlioritatire source.
Tlie much-discussed Kornilov affair still remains to a great extent a 43 English tranilation, Thr nzrrnoi~s of General W~a n g e l (New York, 1930) .
" See also memoirs of Gurko and Brusilov.
'"nglish translation, The Rzissian naay in ?oar and reaolution from 1914 up to 1918 (Munich, 1923) . See also extracts from the diary of I. mystery, and, as Professor Golder says, "JVe are not even sure wliether tliis was a plot or a misunderstanding." Kerensky insists that it was a plot and expounds liis theory of a wide conspiracy against the Provisional government in a series of writings. Long before liis volume of memoirs, 11e publislied Dyelo Iiornilova [The Kornilov affair] (hloscow, 1918) , which consists of tlie stenograpliic record of liis depositions made to the investigating committee, witli his own commentary. This was translated into English as T h e prelude to bolshevis~n: T h e Kornilov rising (New york, 1919) . Tlie English edition lias an introduction giving a rCsumt of the events discussed in the book. I n an appendix Kerensky replies to E. H. Wilcox's articles on "Kerensky and Kornilov" which appeared in the Fortnightly Revieze, (September, October, 1918) . These articles wcre tlien incorporated by Mr. JJTilcox into his Russia's Ruin (New York, 1919) together witli a reply to Kerensky's criticism. The publication of Dyelo I<orizilova brought Kerensky into controversy also with 13. V. Savinkov, wlio replied to it by an article, "L'Affaire Korniloff," which appeared in Mercure de France, Volume C X X X I I ( April 1, 1919) . This called forth "une rCponse nCcessaire" on tlie part of Kerensky, "L'affaire Korniloff," in Mercure de F~.a~zce, Volume C X X X I I I (&lay 15, 1919) .47
Kornilov's side is presented by Denikin and Lukomsky, who both were his close associates. According to tliem, it was Kerensky who betrayed Kornilov. Milyukov, in his Istoriya, also puts tlie blame on Kerensky. An attempt to sum up the affair from the bolshevik point of view was made by Vera Vladimirova in Kontr-revolyutsiya v 1917 ' g.: Kornilovshchina [Counter-revolution in 1917 : the Kornilov movement] (hloscow, 19").
Wliether we agree witli Alilyukov or witli Kerensky as to the origins of tlie Kornilov rising, tliere can be no doubt tliat the failure of this illfated movement actually played tlie part of a "prelude to bolshevism." I:rom tliat moment the days of the Provisional government were numbered, and the influence of the bolsheviks began to grow by leaps and bounds. Tlie party had been active long before tliat, and there is an abundant literature on its activities during tlie wliole period from February to October. I t would be impossible to review all or even any considerable part of the books, pamplilets, and articles tliat had been written on this phase of tlie situation. hloreover, it seems liardly necessary to attempt this task in view of the excellent bibliograpllies available (see b i b l i~~r a p l l i c a l I indications in the beginning of the present article). shall confine myself, therefore, to the most important of those publications which may be considered as source material. There is a series of ~)ublications dealing wit11 tlie activities of the Petrograd organization of tlie bolsheviks whicli a t that time naturally was tlie most important one within the party. Uubnov and others (?cfoscow and Leningrad, 1927) and I'rotoXoly tsentralnogo komiteta R S D R P ( B ) : August 1917 9.-Fevral 1918 [hlinutes of the central committee of the R S D W P ( B ) : August, 1917-February, 19181 (hloscom and Leningrad, 1939 ) are particularly important because it was a t tliose meetings that the strategy of tlie party in the most critical moments was decided upon.48
Another valuable source of information on the activities of the bolslievik party during tlle first period of the revolution is the collected writings and addresses of the chief party leaders. I n 1920-27 tlie Lenin is tlie Leninslcy sbornilc [Idenin collections] of tlie Lenin Institute, of which ten volumes have so far appeared (Moscow, 1914-29 [On the way to October: articles and addresses, RIarcli-October, 19171 (Aloscow, 1925) 'z~olution bolche'vique (Paris, 1920) contain highly interesting records of the author's conversations with some of the bolshevik leaders in the very days of the upheaval.
The story of Kerensky's pathetic attempt to rally troops outside Petrograd is told in his "Gatchina," first published in Sovreme~zniye zapiski, Volume X , and then included in his I~d a l y o k a .~There is a substantial difference between Kerensky's version and that of General P. N. Kras- 
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lies in tlie fact that it enables us, with tlie llelp of the documentary material that llas been published during tlie last years, to obtain a more realistic picture of tlie October revolution. Instead of a wonderfully organized revolutionary machine, moving majestically and irresistibly toward an assured victory, we see a much-divided party, kept together by the indomitable will of a single man, who himself was not con~pletely sure of victory, but who was willing and able to stake everything on what he thought to be a n excellent gambling chance. \Ve now know also that to a very great extent he won by default.
Some information on the whole period and on the October days in particular can be obtained also from the general llistories of the Communist party and from biographies of Lenin. Perhaps the best party history is that under the editorsliip of Yem. Taroslavsky Such is the main "source material" available on the history of the Russian revolution of 1917. I omit entirely, for lack of space, numerous and sometimes very interesting accounts published during the revolutionary period by newspapermen and casual observers. I n some of these the historian might find bits of precious information. Not very much can be said on the "secondary authorities." The first attempts to sum up the revolutionary development and to give it a historical interpretation cannot vie with the memoirs, collections of documents, and similar publications either in volume or in importance. All the Russian books of this second category are obviously, and perhaps inevitably, biased. The writers approach the revolution from the point of view of their own political beliefs and wishes. A Russian democrat, whether socialist or liberal, looks upon the February revolution as the culmination of Russia's historical development and treats the bolshevik phase of the revolution as a temporary deviation ("the communist counter-revolution," Kerensky calls it). I n these circles one speaks of the "ideals of the February revolution" in the same vein in which Lafayette and his like spoke of "les principes de '89." T o the conservatives and the reactionaries the 1:ebruary revolution is no less abhorrent than bolshevism. The latter was but a n inevitable punishment for the original sin of the liberal Russian intelligentsia-her revolt against the historical tradition as expressed in the monarchy. For the bolsheviks, on the other hand, the events of February are nothing else but a prelude to the real revolution which took place in October and which opened an entirely new era in Russian history.
Jlilyukov's Istoriya vtoroy T U S S L O~ revolyz~tsii has been already treated elsewhere-as memoirs, not as history. Since the publication of this book lie expressed his general views on the revolutionary development in a series of writings. There is more of a philosophical detachment in these later writings, but the fundamental conception remains essentially the same. I n the first two chapters of his Russia today and tomorrow (Yew York, 1922) he attempts to answer two questions : "why the revolution could not be averted" and "why the bolsheviks got the upper hand." A more elaborate argument can be found in Russlands Zusammenbruch (2 vols., Stuttgart, 1925-26) 
